PART I: INTRODUCTION
After a decade of some of the worst shaking (Loma Prieta 1989 and Northridge 1994, both.in California) , blowing (Hurricanes Hugo 1989 , Andrew 1992 and Iniki 1992 , and rising waters (Midwest floods '93, '95, and '97) in our nation's history, it is instructive to contemplate the current adequacy and future direction of natural disaster relief policy. Pick up any newspaper or switch on any news channel and it becomes painfully apparent that disasters worldwide must be growing in severity and/or frequency. As a minimum, we are experiencing a heightened sensitivity to them.
As a nation, current domestic disaster relief policy is costing us considerably. Year after year, domestic disasters pose tremendous costs in terms of human suffering, property damage, over expenditure of national budgets, and, on occasion, employment of the Armed Forces. Fortunately, past aggressive action, especially new advanced warning technologies, has helped reduce disaster fatalities; but, given the media coverage of disasters today, it would be pure conjecture to assume that human suffering is at all subsiding. While domestic disaster relief costs have skyrocketed annually by billions of dollars in the aftermath of the Cold War, other equally compelling programs have been curtailed.
The very real consequence to current domestic disaster policy is an ever greater consumption of our national resources during times of severely constrained budgets. Our challenge is to responsibly reverse the trend in disaster resource consumption, while still accomplishing policy aims, so that scarce resources are available for competing foreign and domestic policy objectives.
PART II: THESIS AND METHODOLOGY
Historical precedence and a social predisposition toward compassion preclude Washington from ever disengaging from domestic disaster intervention. Fiscal responsibility, however, demands that U.S. domestic disaster relief strategy be firmly focused on the deliberate reduction of local, state and territorial governmental reliance on avoidable, yet oft repeated and costly federal disaster relief. Wise preventive steps today coupled with a commitment to target scarce resources will yield a more disaster resistant America, lessening the reactive burdens of future natural disasters.
The purpose of this paper is to recommend improvements to the execution of domestic disaster policy. Toward that aim, the background (policy, legislation, history, program trends) of current policy is explored followed by a simplistic strategic model and assessment of current disaster policy methods. Divergent strategic policy approaches are then introduced suggesting the present course encourages an escalating financial obligation of the federal government. Thereafter, a series of programmatic issues (risk-based planning, generic disaster insurance, community disaster proofing, and research & development (R&D)) are discussed to offer specific areas to redirect current policy. Lastly, an overall funding mechanism is proposed to tie the proposals together into a coherent resource strategy. If adopted, this proposal would systematically reduce local and state governmental reliance on federal disaster relief and contribute positively to federal fiscal responsibility.
PART III: BACKGROUND
The strategic policy basis for disaster relief is found in
The National Security Strategy for a New Century (NSS), where the safety and economic well-being of our people are specified as 
PART IV: A STRATEGIC MODEL (ENDS, WAYS, MEANS)
A review of the FEMA Strategic Plan can be summarized in a simple ends, ways and means strategic model. The disaster relief policy objectives (ends) are the reduction of human suffering and damages due to disasters. The methods (ways) to achieve these ends in terms of the NSS 18 include shaping (reducing vulnerability in disaster-prone areas to minimize loss in the event of future disasters), responding (rapidly and effectively delivering relief manpower, supplies, equipment, and money to stricken communities when disaster happens), and preparing (developing and fielding better warning systems, planning effectively, pursuing public education/relations campaign). The resources (means) to support this policy include budget dollars, manpower, and program management at all levels.
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On the surface, it would appear there must be a balance between ends-ways-means to successfully execute disaster relief policy. However, as the required means (resources) continue to spiral upward with no apparent offsets in established ends (objectives), the ways (methods) become a target of evaluation for both priority and effectiveness.
PART V: ASSESSING DISASTER RELIEF METHODS (WAYS)
Disaster relief methods can be described as proactive or reactive and as occurring pre-disaster, during disaster, or post- Other provisions will include systematic assessment and strategies for the protection of vital public infrastructure along with through review of policies (e.g. building codes, zoning laws) which may impact future vulnerabilities (e.g. federal mitigation and flood insurance).
Comprehensive planning of this scope has significant potential for reducing risk.
The time has come for the administration and the Congress to work together with state and local governments to authorize and fund collaborative comprehensive disaster prevention planning.
Priority should be given first to those facing the greatest physical threat and second to those posing the greatest fiscal risk (i.e. drain on future budgets).
The time has also come for multi-hazard disaster insurance.
In illustration, Senator Inouye offers us two choices, "Either (our) involvement is through this reinsurance program (subsidized disaster insurance) or through disaster relief. The insurance industry simply can't afford to go it alone." 33 I submit, Washington can't afford to go it alone either (i.e. continue to pay for disaster recovery).
There is no better example for privatization in disaster relief than in the issue of disaster insurance. National In order to truly get out in front of disaster response and recovery spending, priority must be on disaster proofing
American communities. A FEMA official states this quite well:
/"It is the Director's intention to look toward a comprehensive national mitigation program that reduces human suffering, that reduces economic disruption, and that reduces disaster assistance costs. We must look to applying mitigation measures on a.
proactive basis, independent of presidentially declared disasters." 42 The prevailing perspective on mitigation is consistent, but we just don't do enough of it. Congressman Boehlert believes strongly, "Investing millions in mitigation will save us billions in natural disaster losses." In general, we provide mitigation against disaster by preparing and planning for what is all too often the inevitable.
We accomplish mitigation via both structural and nonstructural techniques and in preparing for response.
Structurally, communities must be systematically disasterhardened, with special emphasis on public facilities and utilities to minimize interruption of service at times when needed most. Facilities can be hardened by bolstering construction standards (seismic, wind, water resistance measures), by building subterranean, by erecting protective berms, by elevating structures, and by relocating. Special attention should be given to all critical public infrastructure, especially highways, bridges, water and waste facilities, as well as electric, fuel, and telecommunications networks. 46 Enforcing building codes can also pay significant dividends. The difference is widely attributable to the commitment to applying science/engineering findings to subsequent construction practices.
There is much that science and engineering can still do. An opportunity in point is wind resistance research and technology. Despite 14% of the federal budget being earmarked for service to the national debt, the annual federal disaster relief budget has 58 grown to more than $13 billion from $3 billion in just 5 years.
To support the wider commitment to reduce the federal debt and provide maximum resources for competing requirements, domestic disaster relief policy should be modified so that total federal outlays are capped (let's say at budget year funding levels) over the near term and deliberately reduced over the long term to pre-runaway funding levels (let's say FY 1990 
PART X: CONCLUSIONS
Whenever possible, every cost effective effort must be made to prevent disaster. When and where best prevention efforts fall short, response to disaster should be sufficiently rapid and thorough to prevent human suffering, to minimize consequential property damage, and to help victims quickly get back on their feet.
The time has come to deliver on disaster policy reform. "It is absolutely essential . . . that we reduce the substantial costs to taxpayers . . ." [ 
